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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

James C. MNeill appeals the district court’s order
denying relief on his 42 US C § 1983 (2000) conplaint. The
district court dism ssed as frivolous MNeill’s clainms concerning
the lack of due process in disciplinary hearings and dism ssed
wi t hout prejudice McNeill’s clains concerning the deni al of out-of-
cell exercise tinme.” W have reviewed the record and find no
reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmfor the reasons stated by

the district court. See MNeill v. Currie, No. CA-04-9-5-H

(E.D.N.C. May 5, 2004). W dispense with oral argunment because the
facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.

AFFI RVED

"Because McNeill challenges only the district court’s decision
concerning the denial of due process at the disciplinary hearings,
our reviewis limted to that issue. See 4th Cr. R 34(b).
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